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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Steven T. Naumann.  My business address is 10 South Dearborn, 47th Floor, 4 

Chicago, Illinois  60603. 5 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 6 

A. I am the Vice President, Transmission and NERC Policy of Exelon Business Services 7 

Company (“EBSC”).  EBSC is the services company affiliated with Commonwealth 8 

Edison Company (“ComEd”) and other Exelon Corporation operating utilities, and many 9 

EBSC officers and employees provide services to Exelon utilities.  For Exelon’s 10 

transmission-owning utilities, such as ComEd, I provide advice and guidance to on policy 11 

and regulatory questions concerning transmission system planning, design, operation, and 12 

rates, terms, and conditions of service. 13 

B. Summary of Testimony 14 

Q. What are the purposes of your direct testimony? 15 

A. First, I provide an overview of the Grand Prairie Gateway Transmission Line Project 16 

(“Grand Prairie Gateway Project” or “Project”) for which ComEd is seeking a Certificate 17 

of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) pursuant to Section 8-406.1 of the 18 

Public Utilities Act (“PUA”).  Second, I summarize why the Project meets and exceeds 19 

the requirements under Illinois law for issuance a CPCN.  Third, I discuss in greater 20 

detail the transmission congestion that the Project remediates.  In this case, that 21 

congestion increases customers’ costs, interferes with customers’ efficient access to 22 
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generation in the regional market, and makes infeasible portions of the regional 23 

congestion management mechanism that protects customers from increased costs 24 

imposed by other uses of the system.  By eliminating this congestion, the Project 25 

promotes the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 26 

efficiently, and is equitable to customers.  I also confirm that the Project is the least cost 27 

means of satisfying those objectives, and indeed, has a negative net cost to Illinois retail 28 

customers.  Finally, I introduce the other ComEd witnesses supporting ComEd’s request 29 

for a CPCN and briefly explain how their testimonies fit into the overall conclusion that 30 

the Project meets the criteria for a CPCN and should be built. 31 

C. Background and Qualifications 32 

Q. Please describe your professional and educational background. 33 

A. I have almost forty years of experience in dealing with transmission matters and, in 34 

particular, with the ComEd transmission system, the transmission systems now operated 35 

by PJM Interconnection L.L.C. (“PJM”), and coordination between PJM and the 36 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”), formerly known as the 37 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. That experience includes 38 

planning, technical analysis, reliability, security, and regulation.  I am licensed in Illinois 39 

as a Professional Engineer and an attorney, although I do not practice law.  I hold a 40 

Bachelor of Science degree in Electric Power Engineering, a Master of Engineering 41 

degree in Electric Power Engineering, both from Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in New 42 

York, and a Juris Doctor from Chicago-Kent College of Law.  My biographical summary, 43 
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attached as ComEd Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1.01, provides more detail on my qualifications, my 44 

publications, and my previous testimony. 45 

D. Itemized Attachments to Direct Testimony 46 

Q. Are you sponsoring any attachments to you testimony in addition to your 47 

biographical summary (ComEd Ex. 1.01)? 48 

A. Yes.  ComEd Ex. 1.02 is a list of the information, publication, and website requirements 49 

of Section 8-406.1 of the PUA.  The list cites to ComEd’s Petition and direct testimony, 50 

identifying where information confirming ComEd’s compliance can be found. 51 

II. SUMMARY OF WHY THE PROJECT SHOULD BE CERTIFIED 52 

A. Project Summary 53 

Q. What is the Grand Prairie Gateway Project? 54 

A. The Grand Prairie Gateway Project consists of a new 345kV transmission line and related 55 

interconnection facilities at both ends.  The line will add a key third 345kV west-to-east 56 

path across ComEd’s service territory by directly linking two major ComEd transmission 57 

substations – Byron substation adjacent Byron Station in the west, and our Wayne 58 

substation in Chicago’s west suburbs.  Extending for approximately 60 miles across Ogle, 59 

DeKalb, Kane, and DuPage counties, the majority of the Project will be built using 60 

“double-circuit ready” towers that can accommodate a future second circuit without 61 

acquiring additional right-of-way or building new structures.  Portions of the Project will 62 

use triple-circuit towers.   63 

Additional detail concerning the route and construction of the Project is supplied 64 

in the Petition and attachments.  Mr. Thomas W. Leeming, ComEd Ex. 2.0, and Mr. Neil 65 
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Kaup, ComEd 6.0, explain in more detail the design of the line and the reasons why the 66 

proposed design is prudent. 67 

B. The Project Promotes the Development of an Effectively 68 
Competitive Electricity Market That Operates Efficiently 69 

Q. Why should the Commission grant ComEd a CPCN to construct, operate and 70 

maintain the Grand Prairie Gateway Project? 71 

A. The Grand Prairie Gateway Project is necessary to promote the development of an 72 

effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently.  It provides significant 73 

additional connectivity across the key portions of the grid and is essential to relieve and 74 

offset congestion that even now increases costs to customers and impedes the operation 75 

of an efficient market.  Indeed, the Project is essential if the regional congestion 76 

management mechanism that protects native load customers -- who largely paid for the 77 

existing transmission system -- is to function and hedge congestion costs that those 78 

customers would otherwise bear.  The Project also will reduce certain congestion on the 79 

system between PJM and MISO. 80 

As a result, the Grand Prairie Gateway Project will substantially reduce delivered 81 

energy costs to customers in the ComEd zone in several ways.  On top of reducing 82 

congestion-related costs, the Project opens a gateway that allows greater amounts of low-83 

cost and renewable energy resources (wind, nuclear) to reach ComEd delivery customers, 84 

whether they purchase power and energy from ComEd or a Retail Electric Supplier.1  85 

Customer savings will exceed a quarter of a billion dollars and exceed the cost of the 86 

                                                 
1  I use this term to mean both Alternative Retail Electric Suppliers and, where allowed, utilities 

selling power and energy competitively outside of their service territories.   
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Project in the first five years of Project operation.  The benefits grow further thereafter.  87 

The testimony of Ms. Laurie Oppel (ComEd Ex. 4.0) details how the Project will not just 88 

reduce congestion charges, but will reduce the overall cost of delivered energy to 89 

customers.  It accomplishes this equitably for all customers.  It is also the least cost 90 

means of satisfying those objectives.  Its benefits to customers, in fact, exceed its costs.   91 

Q. Has the Project been found necessary by PJM under the established regional 92 

planning process? 93 

A. Yes.  The need for the Grand Prairie Gateway Project has been recognized by the 94 

established PJM-managed regional planning process.  As a result of the conclusions of 95 

that process, ComEd has been directed by the PJM Board to proceed with the Project.  96 

Seeking a CPCN from the Commission is a critical next step.  97 

Q. Has the Commission recognized that benefits such as these satisfy the PUA’s 98 

requirements for a CPCN? 99 

A. Yes.  In its recent Illinois Rivers Project decision,2 the Ameren Transmission Company 100 

of Illinois (or “ATXI”) presented evidence3 that its project would: 101 

... allow greater amounts of low-cost wind energy resources to reach 102 
Illinois consumers, which will lower the costs for meeting Illinois 103 
consumers’ needs for electricity and renewable energy.   104 

ATXI also presented evidence that the Illinois Rivers Project would  105 

... provide[] additional connectivity across the grid, reducing congestion 106 
and enabling access to a broader array of resources by loads in Illinois and 107 
elsewhere.   108 

                                                 
2  Ameren Transmission Co. of Illinois, ICC Docket No. 12-0598 (Final Order, Aug. 20, 2013) 

(“ATXI”) 
3  Id. at 11-12. 
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The Commission cited that evidence in determining that ATXI’s Illinois Rivers Project 109 

will benefit the development of a competitive electricity market.4 110 

Likewise, in a recent American Transmission Company (“ATC”) proceeding,5 the 111 

Commission approved ATC’s 345 kV line proposal on the grounds that it will promote the 112 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market, concluding that:   113 

ATC demonstrated that the project will relieve chronic congestion on 114 
the lines that connect ATC’s system in Wisconsin to that of ComEd in 115 
Illinois.  ATC also presented convincing evidence that the relief of this 116 
congestion will promote the development of an effectively competitive 117 
electricity market by allowing additional generation resources to reach 118 
Illinois economically.  ATC established that at a cost of approximately 119 
$31 million total in both states, the proposed construction is the least 120 
cost means of accomplishing this objective compared to alternative 121 
means of achieving the same congestion relief for which evidence was 122 
presented to the Commission in this proceeding. 123 

I cite these cases not as legal argument but because, as an engineer, I can affirm 124 

that the characteristics the Commission identified in those cases – reduced congestion, 125 

increased access to low cost generation, and net savings to customers – are analogous to 126 

the benefits that the Grand Prairie Gateway Project will deliver.   127 

Q. In addition to the congestion management, generation access, and energy and 128 

delivery cost benefits you identified, does the Grand Prairie Gateway Project have 129 

other benefits that the Commission should consider? 130 

A. Yes.  The Project also has other reliability and operational benefits.  Mr. Leeming 131 

(ComEd Ex. 2.0) explains in detail how the Project provides several additional benefits:  132 

                                                 
4  Id. at 14 & 133, Finding (8). 
5  American Transmission Co., ICC Docket No. 11-0661 (April 10, 2012) at 9. 
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1. Reliability and operational performance benefits, by eliminating most of the 133 

complex Special Protection Systems associated with the impacts of various 134 

generation stations in western Illinois after contingencies;6  135 

2. Operational performance and economic benefits, by increasing ComEd’s ability 136 

to perform necessary line maintenance on other west-to-east 345kV circuits and 137 

by reducing congestion and increasing reliability during those line maintenance 138 

periods;  139 

3. Reliability benefits, especially during extreme weather events, by providing 140 

substantially greater route diversity;  141 

4. Capacity planning flexibility, by giving ComEd the ability to accommodate 142 

future load growth west of Wayne by constructing a Charter Grove Substation 143 

without requiring new transmission right-of-way and lines; and  144 

5. The ability to accommodate future additional generation, especially wind 145 

generation in western Illinois, without the need to obtain a new right-of-way.   146 

Finally, the Grand Prairie Gateway Project will produce tangible environmental 147 

benefits by reducing the total emissions of the generating units that serve Illinois 148 

customers.  Ms. Oppel (ComEd Ex. 4.0) quantifies that benefit. 149 

C. The Project Meets All Other Requirements 150 

Q. How will the Project be financed? 151 

                                                 
6 In fact, with the addition of a small project not included in Grand Prairie Gateway, the need for 

these Special Protection Systems will be eliminated. 



Docket No. 13-____ 
ComEd Ex. 1.0 

Page 8 of 27 

A. ComEd will finance the Project internally.  The direct testimony of Mr. Kevin Garrido 152 

(ComEd Ex. 8.0) discusses this further. 153 

Q. Who bears the cost of the Project? 154 

A. The cost of the Project will be recovered through ComEd’s transmission rates.  In 155 

accordance with PJM’s tariffs and federal law, the cost of a project of this nature is 156 

allocated through charges to transmission customers in each transmission zone in 157 

proportion to those zones’ contribution to the flows on the constrained elements.7  As Mr. 158 

McGlynn testifies, under this tariff, 93% of the cost of the Project will be allocated to 159 

load-serving entities in the ComEd zone, with the remaining 7% allocated to five other 160 

zones within PJM.8   161 

Q. Will ComEd comply with all applicable rules and requirements regarding the 162 

construction of the Project? 163 

A. Yes.  For further detail regarding the construction of the Project, please see the direct 164 

testimony of ComEd witness Mr. Neil Kaup, ComEd Ex. 6.0. 165 

Q. Has ComEd selected a route for the Project? 166 

A. Yes.  ComEd has selected a Primary and an Alternate Route for the Project.  Please see 167 

the direct testimony of ComEd witness Ms. Donell Murphy, ComEd Ex. 5.0, for a 168 

                                                 
7 See FERC Letter Order Accepting Filing in Docket No. ER13-397-000 at n.2 (Feb. 5, 2013); 

Section 1.5.6(k) to Schedule 6 to the PJM Operating Agreement.  Please note that beginning with the 
version of Schedule 6 slated to become effective on January 1, 2014 in compliance with FERC Order No. 
1000, this language is renumbered as Section 1.5.6(l). 

8 See FERC Docket No. ER13-397-000 (filed Nov. 16, 2012). 
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description of the Routing Study, and the direct testimony of Mr. Douglas Targett, 169 

ComEd Ex. 7.0 for a description of the routes.   170 

Q. Has ComEd addressed the historical, environmental and other potential impacts of 171 

the proposed Project? 172 

A. Yes.  For further detail, see the direct testimonies of ComEd witnesses Mr. Targett, 173 

ComEd Ex. 7.0, and Ms. Murphy, ComEd Ex. 5.0, for a discussion of ComEd’s siting 174 

and route selection process, the impacts of the transmission line and the status of the 175 

necessary permits. 176 

Q. Will ComEd obtain all the necessary highway and railroad crossing permits from 177 

the Illinois Department of Transportation prior to construction? 178 

A. Yes.  For further detail, see the direct testimonies of Mr. Targett and Ms. Murphy. 179 

Q. Will ComEd obtain all the necessary environmental permits along with permits to 180 

cross navigable waters from the Army Corps of Engineers prior to construction? 181 

A. Yes.  For further detail, see the direct testimony of Ms. Murphy. 182 

Q. Has ComEd involved landowners, other stakeholders and members of the public in 183 

its route selection process? 184 

A. Yes.  For further detail, see the direct testimony of Ms. Murphy.  A list of all landowners 185 

potentially impacted by the Primary and Alternate Routes has been provided in Exhibit D 186 

to ComEd’s Petition.  Exhibit C to ComEd’s Petition is a list of Municipal, State, and 187 

Federal Government Officials and other stakeholders to whom written notice of the filing 188 

is being given.   189 
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Q. What is the in service date of the Project? 190 

A. The planned in-service date for the Project is June 2017, but because the violations are 191 

occurring now, the line is needed as soon as it can be completed.  But, as Messrs. 192 

Leeming and McGlynn (ComEd Exs. 2.0 and 3.0) testify, customers are better off if the 193 

Project is placed into service sooner.   194 

III. THE PROJECT PROMOTES AN EFFICIENT COMPETITIVE MARKET AND 195 
PROTECTS CUSTOMERS FROM INEFFICENT CONGESTION COSTS  196 

Q. How was the need for the Project first identified? 197 

A. The need for the Grand Prairie Gateway Project was first identified as part of the annual 198 

regional planning process managed by PJM, the Regional Transmission Organization in 199 

ComEd’s territory.  In early 2012, as part of that process, it was determined that 200 

important aspects of the PJM congestion management system would not function absent 201 

significant physical expansion of the transmission system in the area.  The system had 202 

become congested and would have to be expanded to meet the needs of customers and to 203 

support the competitive electric market in the region. 204 

Q. Before turning to that conclusion and its significance, can you briefly describe 205 

PJM’s responsibilities for planning the regional electric transmission system? 206 

A. As called for by Illinois law, ComEd joined a Regional Transmission Organization 207 

(“RTO), a neutral and independent who acts under the supervision and regulation of the 208 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”).  That RTO, PJM, operates a 209 

competitive regional wholesale electricity market and manages the high-voltage 210 

electricity grid serving some 60 million customers in all or parts of Delaware, Illinois, 211 
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Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, 212 

Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of Columbia..   213 

One of the duties of PJM, ComEd’s RTO, is to act as the regional planner for the 214 

transmission systems under its authority, including the ComEd transmission system.  215 

PJM’s responsibilities are set out in Section 6 of the PJM Operating Agreement, entitled 216 

the Regional Transmission Expansion Planning Protocol.  To meet those responsibilities, 217 

PJM established a long-term regional planning process that is open and public and in 218 

which a wide and diverse variety of stakeholders activity participate.  As part of that 219 

process, PJM, working with stakeholders, annually identifies the most effective and cost-220 

efficient improvements to the system so that the PJM market operates efficiently.  The 221 

direct testimony of Mr. McGlynn, ComEd Ex. 3.0, explains PJM’s planning 222 

responsibilities and processes in more detail. 223 

Once PJM identifies constraints, it then recommends solutions for resolving those 224 

constraints.  These recommended solutions are reviewed by the Transmission Expansion 225 

Advisory Committee (“TEAC”) which provides advice and recommendations to aid in 226 

the development of the Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (“RTEP”).  All interested 227 

stakeholders can participate in the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee.9  All 228 

RTEP projects must also be approved by the PJM Board of Managers.10  229 

                                                 
9 See PJM Manual 14b at Section 1.2 (Rev. 25, Oct. 24, 2013).  The TEAC Charter is available at 

http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/teac/postings/teac-charter.ashx.    
10 Section 1.6 of Schedule 6 to the PJM Operating Agreement. 
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A. The Importance of Congestion Management and Constraints 230 

Q. Does the PJM planning process include identifying and resolving constraints on the 231 

transmission system? 232 

A. Yes.  As PJM evaluates the transmission system, it searches for constraints.  By 233 

constraints, I mean physical limits on the transmission system.  Examples are reliability 234 

violations such as when a transmission facility is overloaded beyond its rated capacity, 235 

where there is a voltage violation above or below acceptable limits, or instability.  In the 236 

case of reliability violations, constraints must be resolved in order to maintain adequate 237 

system reliability.   238 

Constraints also occur where the physical transmission system limits the ability of 239 

PJM to manage transmission system congestion and protect customers from its costs.  240 

One of the critical constraints is when the system cannot feasibly allow the required 241 

“Stage 1A Auction Revenue Rights” (or “ARRs”).  Stage 1A ARRs are a linchpin in the 242 

mechanism by which the regional market efficiently protects the native load customers 243 

who paid for the construction of most of the transmission system from the consequences 244 

of congestion imposed by other transactions.   245 

Q. What are Stage 1A ARRs? 246 

A. ARRs are entitlements issued to firm transmission customers, generally what are called 247 

“Load Serving Entities,” like ComEd, that supply customers with electricity.  The ARRs 248 

entitle the holder to receive an allocation of revenues from the annual auction of 249 
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Financial Transmission Rights (“FTRs”).11  The ARRs provide the revenue stream to the 250 

load-serving entities to offset the purchase of FTRs and/or congestion costs.  Stage 1A 251 

ARRs are a specific type of ARR that provide long-term certainty against congestion 252 

costs for a period of 10 years to native load customers, e.g. ComEd customers, for their 253 

projected use of the transmission system needed to serve their minimum or base load 254 

from historical resources.  They provide load customers with a means to offset congestion 255 

costs for each year of the next 10-year period.  That protection is critical to managing 256 

customers’ energy costs, providing certainty and to keeping the competitive market 257 

functioning efficiently and fairly. 258 

Q. You have mentioned transmission “congestion” several times.  What do you mean 259 

by that term? 260 

A. Congestion on the system occurs when economically efficient transmission cannot occur 261 

because of physical limitations of the system.  Stated another way, congested 262 

transmission lines are like highways that do not have enough lanes.  As the number of 263 

people who want to use the highway at a particular time rises, they become congested, 264 

creating a traffic jam that – in the case of energy, block the flow of power in quantities 265 

and at prices that would be efficient.  This congestion affects not only energy flowing to 266 

or from other states, but also impedes the efficient delivery of energy by ComEd to its 267 

customers, and by RESs to their customers, increasing the cost of delivered energy.   268 

Q. How does congestion on the transmission system relate to these ARRs? 269 

                                                 
11 FTRs are financial instruments awarded to bidders in the FTR auction that that entitled the 

holder to revenues based on the hourly Day Ahead congestion price differences across a path.  Thus, FTRs 
provide a hedge for congestion across that path. 
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A. They go hand in hand.  Mr. McGlynn (ComEd Ex. 3.0) addresses the technical details of 270 

this interrelationship, but fundamentally the feasibility of ARRs is critical to protecting 271 

customers from congestion costs.  At the same time, the transmission system must be 272 

uncongested enough to be physically capable of sustaining the transactions that make the 273 

ARRs feasible.   274 

To illustrate the concept, an apt analogy would be to a public school.  Under the 275 

law, public school districts are required to provide an education for each child in that 276 

district.  Assume that, after a population increase, a school district no longer has room for 277 

all of the students it must legally educate.12  In this circumstance, the law does not allow 278 

the district to turn students away.  It must do something.  Until another school is built, the 279 

school district must incur the additional costs of shipping those students to another 280 

district or bringing in trailers/temporary school rooms and teachers to accommodate those 281 

extra students.  The students cannot be harmed by a lack of available resources.   282 

Like the students in the school example, Congress has decided that base load 283 

customers, like those of ComEd, should not be harmed by congestion resulting from the 284 

competitive market.  Students are entitled to a free education and ComEd retail delivery 285 

customers are entitled to transmission service that includes an opportunity to hedge 286 

congestion charges not of their making.  Here, as ComEd shows, the transmission 287 

expansion is warranted under federal and state law alike.  And, until the transmission 288 

system is properly expanded to allow for full reimbursement of congestion costs, those 289 

customers are harmed.   290 

                                                 
12  No new west to east 345kV transmission lines have been constructed in the western portion of 

ComEd’s system since the Byron station was placed into service in 1985, as Mr. Leeming (ComEd Ex. 2.0) 
confirms. 
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Q. How does PJM identify constraints that would make ARRs infeasible? 291 

A. The ARR analysis that PJM conducts is akin to the analysis that is performed to ensure 292 

firm transmission service (service that could only be interrupted in an emergency), was 293 

available prior to the regional market becoming competitive and the transmission system 294 

being used for economic transactions.  In the case of firm transmission service, the 295 

transmission provider must ensure that all firm transmission service can be satisfied at all 296 

times and at the same time as all other firm transmission service rights.  In other words, 297 

the physical transmission system had to allow all firm transmission service to be 298 

simultaneously feasible.  With the advent of the wholesale electricity market, and the 299 

financial replacement of firm transmission rights with ARRs, PJM analyzes the 300 

transmission system to ensure that the physical system is adequate to fully fund the ARRs 301 

of all those Load Serving Entities (“LSEs”), such as ComEd, who are entitled to Stage 302 

1A ARRs for each year of the following 10-year period.   303 

B. Absent the Project, Constraints Will Continue to Make Stage 304 
1A ARRs Infeasible 305 

Q. Did PJM’s annual planning process detect significant constraints on ComEd’s 306 

transmission system?   307 

A. Yes.  In early 2012, as part of PJM’s annual analysis of Stage 1A Auction Revenue 308 

Rights (“ARRs”), PJM identified a number of physical constraints in the ComEd 309 

transmission zone that would prevent the simultaneous feasibility of 10-year Stage 1A 310 

ARRs. 13  These constraints are detailed in Mr. McGlynn’s testimony (ComEd Ex. 3.0).  311 

                                                 
13 PJM subsequently repeated the Stage 1A ARR feasibility analysis for the 10-year period starting 

with the 2013/2014 planning period and found similar results.  
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In accordance with the PJM Operating Agreement,14 because an infeasible situation 312 

occurred, PJM was charged with the responsibility of determining how to alleviate the 313 

congestion causing the Stage 1A ARR infeasibilities and to identify and recommend the 314 

optimal upgrade for inclusion into the PJM RTEP.15   315 

Q. Did the PJM process find specific constraints? 316 

A. Yes.  In March 2012, PJM determined that certain Stage 1A ARRs were infeasible for the 317 

2012/2013 planning period, i.e., the period from June 2012 through May 2013.  PJM also 318 

identified specific constraints, including two that occur on ComEd facilities, as identified 319 

(above the double line) in the table below as relating to 2012/2013 planning period 320 

violations.  PJM performed the 10-year State 1A ARR analysis and in June 2012, 321 

published its analysis that showed these two constraints for the 2012/2013 planning 322 

period plus 12 additional constraints for the 2013/2014 planning period on the ComEd 323 

system that prevented the Stage 1A ARRs from being feasible.16  The constraints PJM 324 

identified that result in ARR insufficiencies are identified in Table 1, below.17  325 

Constraints that result in infeasibilities during the 2012/2013 planning year constraints 326 

are shaded yellow, and constraints resulting in 2013/2014 infeasibilities are shaded light 327 

red. 328 

                                                 
14  The PJM Operating Agreement governs how PJM operates and is signed by members to be part 

of PJM.  Schedule 6 of the Operating Agreement contains the PJM Regional Transmission Expansion Plan 
Protocol. 

15  Section 1.5.3(h) of Schedule 6 to the PJM Operating Agreement.   
16  RTEP slides reporting the results are attached to Mr. McGlynn’s testimony as ComEd Ex. 3.03.  

The notice of resulting Stage 1A ARR over allocations is attached to his testimony as ComEd Ex. 3.04. 
17  For ease of understanding, the identifiers I use in Table 1 include the two endpoints for both the 

constrained element and the contingency, and I include the numerical designation if there are multiple 
sections to a line.  The names may thus vary slightly from designation used by PJM. 
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Table 1: Stage 1A ARR 10 Year Analysis 329 

Constraints Infeasible After 10 Year Projection 330 

Constraint Contingency 
Planning Period of 
Post Contingency 

Violation 
Belvidere – Marengo Tap  
138kV L.12205 1 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2012/2013 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV L.15616 

Nelson – Electric Junction 
345kV 2012/2013 

Dixon – McGirr Road  
138kV L.10714 

Nelson – Electric Junction 
345kV 2013/2014 

Cherry Valley – Belvidere  
138kV L.15623 2 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Belvidere – Marengo Tap 
138kV L.12204 1 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Marengo Tap – Pleasant Valley 
138kV L.12204 2 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Cherry Valley – Chrysler Tap 
138kV L.15624 1 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Belvidere – Chrysler Tap  
138kV L.15624 2 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV L.15616 All facilities in service 2013/2014 

Nelson – Electric Junction 
345kV L.15502 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

Cherry Valley 345/138kV  
Transformer 81 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

McGirr Road – Rochelle Tap 
 138kV L.16914 1 

Nelson – Electric Junction 
345kV 2013/2014 

Oglesby Tap – Mazon  
138kV 7713 1 

Nelson – Electric Junction 
345kV 2013/2014 

Glidden – W. DeKalb Tap 
138kV L.15627 Z1 

Cherry Valley – Silver Lake 
345kV 2013/2014 

In March 2013, PJM repeated its process for the 2013/2014 planning year and 331 

confirmed that the Stage 1A ARRs remained infeasible due to the same and some 332 

additional constraints on the ComEd system.18  PJM also repeated the Stage 1A ARR 333 

feasibility analysis for the 10-year period starting with the 2013/2014 planning period.  334 

                                                 
18 The notice of the resulting Stage 1A ARR over allocations is attached to Mr. McGlynn’s 

testimony as ComEd Ex. 3.05. 
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PJM published a summary of this analysis in October 2013 and found similar results to 335 

its previous analysis. 336 

Q. When will these constraints occur? 337 

A. All of these constraints are occurring at present.  They will continue and, in all likelihood 338 

worsen, until the capacity of the system is expanded to relieve the underlying congestion.  339 

We can see this worsening trend already in several respects.  First, we know from the 340 

2013 PJM data that more infeasibilities occurred in the 2013/2014 planning period than 341 

the prior year.  Second, the one year over-allocation reports showed larger over-342 

allocations needed and additional facilities in 2013 than in 2012 (not counting the line 343 

outage scenarios which are not used for the 10-year runs).   344 

Q. How do those constraints affect customers and their ability to be protected from 345 

congestion costs? 346 

A. The constraints on ComEd’s system are such that they prevent PJM from being able to 347 

fully fund the Stage 1A ARRs to which the load-serving entities are entitled.  The 348 

practical effect is that these load-serving entities – ComEd and RESs – and their retail 349 

customers are unable to fully hedge congestion and thus the net cost of energy is higher 350 

than it would be if the ARRs were feasible.  Their cost of energy, after receiving revenues 351 

for their hedges, is more than it should be if there were no constraints.  In other words, 352 

the constraints impose additional inefficient costs on customers in the ComEd zone.   353 
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C. The Project Restores ARR Feasibility and Customer Protections  354 

Q. What was the response within the regional planning process to the identification of 355 

these constraints and the related ARR infeasibilities? 356 

A. PJM is required to rectify the infeasibility.  The test is ‘pass/fail,’ i.e., once PJM finds 357 

infeasibilities, PJM must remedy the infeasibilities by finding transmission upgrades, just 358 

like the test for reliability violations.   359 

Q. Aside from the impact on customers, why must PJM eliminate Stage 1A ARR 360 

violations? 361 

A. Federal law and FERC Order No. 68119 require PJM and other RTOs/ISOs to have in 362 

place an approved means of addressing congestion and mitigating its effect on the market 363 

that must follow certain guidelines. 20  PJM, in explaining how its tariffs and market 364 

design satisfies those obligations, 21 explained that Stage 1A ARRs are allocated first to 365 

those customers who have paid for the costs of the transmission system, i.e., the historic 366 

or native load customers.  PJM also explained that the feasibility of those ARRs is linked 367 

to the physical capacity of the transmission system and the linkage to PJM’s RTEP 368 

transmission planning process ensures the viability of those rights, both in transmission 369 

capacity (MW) and dollar value.   370 

                                                 
19 Long-Term Firm Transmission Rights in Organized Electricity Markets, 116 FERC ¶ 61,077 

(Order No. 681), order on reh’g and clarification, 117 FERC ¶ 61,201 (2006)(Order No. 681-A), order on 
reh’g and clarification, 126 FERC ¶ 61,254 (2009)(Order No. 681-B), codified at 18 C.F.R. 
§ 42.1 Requirement that Transmission Organizations with Organized Electricity Markets Offer Long-Term 
Firm Transmission Rights. 

20 18 C.F.R. § 42.1(d). 
21 PJM had been working on its long-term transmission rights proposal and made its initial filing 

prior to FERC issuing Order No. 681 but amended that filing to explain how the initial filing complied with 
the guidelines of Order No. 681. 



Docket No. 13-____ 
ComEd Ex. 1.0 

Page 20 of 27 

FERC accepted this assurance22 and found that linking the simultaneous 371 

feasibility of Stage 1A ARRs to the transmission planning and expansion process ensured 372 

compliance with the FERC rule and federal law.  FERC stated that the simultaneous 373 

feasibility tests “assess the feasibility of the rights prospectively for the ten-year term of 374 

the rights, and if it is determined that the capacity of the transmission system cannot 375 

support the stage 1A ARRs at any point in the relevant term, PJM states that it will 376 

implement appropriate transmission system upgrades designed to ensure the feasibility of 377 

these rights.”23  Thus, ensuring the feasibility of Stage 1A ARRs not only has been found 378 

critical to market efficiency, PJM must eliminate Stage 1A ARR violations through 379 

transmission upgrades to comply with its tariff and federal law.   380 

Q. Is any particular benefit-to-cost ratio required to include a Stage 1A ARR project in 381 

the PJM RTEP? 382 

A. No.  The PJM RTEP Protocol specifically states that any upgrades to meet the 383 

simultaneous feasibility of Stage 1A ARRs “will not be subject to a market efficiency 384 

cost/benefit analysis.”24  Indeed, FERC rejected arguments that a cost-benefit analysis 385 

apply to these upgrades.25 Order No. 681 makes clear26 that: 386 

The long-term firm transmission right must provide a hedge against day-387 
ahead locational marginal pricing congestion charges or other direct 388 
assignment of congestion costs for the period covered and quantity 389 
specified.  390 

                                                 
22 PJM Interconnection, L.L.C., 117 FERC ¶ 61,220 (2006), order on reh’g, compliance filing and 

settlement, 119 FERC ¶ 61,144, order on clarification and denying reh’g, 121 FERC ¶ 61,073 (2007). 
23 Id. at P 36. 
24 Section 1.5.3(h) to Section 6 of the PJM Operating Agreement. 
25  FERC Order No. 681 at P 155. 
26 18 C.F.R. § 42.1(d)(2). 
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Thus the ‘test’ to justify Stage 1A ARRs is the same as the ‘test’ for reliability upgrades – 391 

pass/fail, and27  392 

the transmission organization must include, along with upgrades needed 393 
for system reliability, any upgrades needed to support the long-term firm 394 
transmission right over its full term in its base plan for system expansion. 395 
Indeed, the transmission organization may choose to make no distinction 396 
between reliability upgrades and those needed to maintain the feasibility 397 
of long-term firm transmission rights. 398 

Q. Does restoring ARR protections make the market more efficient and equitable for 399 

customers? 400 

A. Yes.  As I explained, the congestion management system is critical to allowing efficient 401 

transactions to occur, to providing economic access to the lowest cost generation, and to 402 

protecting native load customers from costs that they should not have to bear.  FERC 403 

itself concluded28 that the requirement that these infeasibilities be rectified is  404 

In adopting this Final Rule, the Commission seeks to provide increased 405 
certainty regarding the congestion cost risks of long-term transmission 406 
service in organized electricity markets that will help load serving entities 407 
and other market participants make new investments and other long-term 408 
power supply arrangements.  The guidelines we adopt in this Final Rule 409 
are designed and intended primarily to ensure that the long-term firm 410 
transmission rights that are made available by transmission organizations 411 
that are subject to the rule have characteristics that will support a long-412 
term power supply arrangement.  These guidelines provide a framework 413 
within which transmission organizations and their market participants can 414 
design and implement long-term firm transmission rights in the organized 415 
electricity markets that are compatible with the design of those markets, in 416 
particular retaining the advantages of price-based congestion management, 417 
and meet the reasonable needs of market participants.   418 

                                                 
27  Order No. 681 at P 455.  Citing this paragraph from Order No. 681, FERC rejected a filing by 

MISO that did not “include a commitment to plan for the simultaneous feasibility of [long-term 
transmission rights] over their full term.”  Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc., 121 
FERC ¶ 61,062 at P 48 (2007). 

28  FERC Order No. 681 at P 16 
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Q. How was the means of rectifying the ARR infeasibility in this case selected? 419 

A. After the need was identified, stakeholders had the opportunity to submit alternative 420 

proposals to address that need.  After further study and review that included input from 421 

PJM staff, the Grand Prairie Gateway Project was determined to be the best solution for 422 

addressing current and future system congestion, that allowed the regional congestion 423 

management system to function, and that made the Stage 1A ARRs feasible.  The 424 

alternatives were found to be inferior, and several supposed alternatives led to reliability 425 

concerns and violations that would have had to be addressed by still more remediation.  426 

As a result, PJM selected the Grand Prairie Gateway Project as the best solution for 427 

addressing current and future system congestion to alleviate the Stage 1A ARR violations 428 

and ensuring the continued efficient flow of electricity across northern Illinois. 429 

Q. Does the fact that FERC was required to rectify the ARR infeasibility without 430 

applying a cost-benefit test mean that the Project is not cost-beneficial? 431 

A. No, absolutely not.  As Ms. Oppel’s testimony (ComEd Ex. 4.0) confirms, the Project is 432 

substantially beneficial to customers in the ComEd zone, whether the electricity they use 433 

is supplied by ComEd or a RES.   434 

IV. SECTION 8-406.1 FILING AND REQUIREMENTS 435 

Q. Why is ComEd submitting its request for a CPCN using the process established by 436 

Section 8-406.1 of the PUA? 437 

A. Violations of the Stage 1A ARR requirements are occurring now, and must be remedied 438 

as soon as practicable.  Also, while immediate cost savings are not the legal basis of 439 

ComEd’s request for a CPCN in this Docket, Ms. Oppel’s testimony (ComEd Ex. 4.0) 440 
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shows that the Project will provide substantial benefits to customers, including more than 441 

a quarter billion dollars in savings in the first five years, greater savings thereafter, and 442 

substantial environmental emission reductions.  In addition, the time required for the 443 

construction of this Project, after any approval, will be substantial and, besides building 444 

the Project facilities, ComEd will need time to negotiate easements and, if they cannot all 445 

be acquired voluntarily, to acquire the remaining easements required through eminent 446 

domain.  Given these factors and the deadline for Project completion, it was appropriate 447 

to file this request under Section 8-406.1 of the PUA.  448 

Q. Has ComEd complied with all the informational provisions of Section 8-406.1 of the 449 

PUA to support its Petition? 450 

A. Yes.  ComEd has complied with Subsection 8-406.1(a), which contains information 451 

requirements to support its Petition for approval of a CPCN for the Project.  ComEd has 452 

also complied with Subsections 8-406.1(d) and (e), which describe the publication and 453 

website requirements for the Project.  ComEd Ex. 1.02 is a table of the requirements in 454 

Subsections 8-406.1(a), (d) and (e) and where the information can be located in the 455 

Petition and supporting testimony.  As demonstrated by ComEd Ex. 1.02, ComEd has 456 

complied with the information, publication and website requirements of Section 8-406.1 457 

of the PUA.  Furthermore, ComEd has paid the required fee the Commission as required 458 

by Section 8-406.1(a)(2) of the PUA.  ComEd will also publish notice of the Petition in 459 

the state newspaper within 10 days of this filing.   460 

Q. Has ComEd held the required public meetings as required by Section 8-406.1 of the 461 

PUA? 462 
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A. Yes.  As further explained by ComEd witness Ms. Murphy, ComEd provided the 463 

newspaper notice and held the required public meetings in the counties required by 464 

Section 8-406.1.  ComEd also engaged in extensive stakeholder involvement and public 465 

participation process in determining the Primary and Alternate Routes for the Project as 466 

described in Ms. Murphy’s testimony.   467 

Q. In your opinion does the Grand Prairie Gateway Project promote public 468 

convenience and necessity? 469 

A. Yes.  The Project will promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity 470 

market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means 471 

of satisfying those objectives.  The Project will be constructed in a manner that is the 472 

least-cost means of satisfying the need.  Indeed, it will save customers money.  ComEd is 473 

capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction of the Project, and has 474 

taken sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and supervision of 475 

the construction.  See the direct testimonies of Messrs. Kaup, ComEd Ex. 6.0, and 476 

McGlynn, ComEd Ex. 3.0, for more detail.   Additionally, ComEd is capable of financing 477 

the proposed construction without adverse financial consequences to the utility or its 478 

customers.  See the direct testimony of Mr. Garrido, ComEd Ex. 8.0.   479 

V. SECTION 8-503 REQUIREMENTS 480 

Q. Is ComEd seeking a Commission order authorizing the Project pursuant to Section 481 

8-503 of the PUA? 482 

A. Yes.  Section 8-406.1(i) of the PUA provides that a “decision granting a certificate under 483 

[Section 8-406.1] shall include an order pursuant to Section 8-503 of [the] PUA 484 
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authorizing or directing the construction of the high voltage electric service line and 485 

related facilities as approved by the Commission, in the manner and within the time 486 

specified in said order.” 487 

Q. What is the Section 8-503 Standard that is required to be met? 488 

A. Based on my understanding of Section 8-503 of the PUA, it provides in part that when 489 

the Commission finds that additions “are necessary and ought reasonably be made” or 490 

new structure or structures are “necessary and should be erected”, “the Commission shall 491 

make and serve an order authorizing or directing that such additions … be made … or 492 

such structure or structures be erected at the location, in the manner and within the time 493 

specified in the order …”  As provided in ComEd’s Petition and testimony, the Project is 494 

necessary and should be approved pursuant to Sections 8-406.1 and 8-503 of the PUA.  495 

VI. SUMMARY OF OTHER DIRECT TESTIMONIES SUPPORTING THE FILING 496 

Q. Who are the other witnesses presenting direct testimony on behalf of ComEd in this 497 

proceeding and what, in sum, are the topics that each witnesses addresses? 498 

A. In addition to myself, each of the following witnesses provides direct testimony: 499 

• Thomas W. Leeming, P.E., Director of Operations and Planning Department at 500 

ComEd, ComEd Ex. 2.0, explains the planning process that resulted in the Project as 501 

a solution to the current infeasibilities of the Stage 1A ARRs, and Mr. Leeming also 502 

explains, the Project from an electrical perspective, and additional system and 503 

operational benefits of the Project. 504 

• Paul McGlynn, Director, PJM System Planning Division, ComEd Ex. 3.0, 505 

demonstrates the need for physical expansion of the transmission system, PJM’s 506 
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evaluation of the Project and the proposed alternatives, and the planning and review 507 

processes that resulted in the determination that the Project should proceed.   508 

• Laurie Oppel, Managing Director in the Energy Practice of Navigant Consulting, 509 

Inc., ComEd Ex. 4.0, describes additional economic and other benefits that will result 510 

from the construction of the Project. 511 

• Donnell Murphy, Partner, Environmental Resources Management, ComEd Ex. 5.0, 512 

explains the route selection methodology and the results of the analysis, generally 513 

describes the public process, discusses the analysis of environmental impacts of the 514 

Project, discusses required notifications, and regulatory compliance.  515 

• Neil Kaup, Senior Overhead Transmission Engineer, Transmission Lines 516 

Engineering Department at ComEd, ComEd Ex. 6.0, describes the design and 517 

construction of the facilities related to the Project, and assures the Commission that 518 

the Project will be constructed in a manner that is least cost. 519 

• Douglas Targett, Manager of Real Estate & Facilities at ComEd, ComEd Ex. 7.0, 520 

provides information regarding the acquisition of property rights needed to construct 521 

the Project, discusses required notifications, and addresses ComEd’s plans for 522 

construction damages.   523 

• Kevin Garrido, Director of Financial Planning and Analysis at ComEd, ComEd Ex. 524 

8.0, explains the financing requirements for the Project, and it can be financed with 525 

no adverse consequences for ComEd or its customers. 526 
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Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 527 

A. Yes.  528 
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